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III. Remarks 

Claims 1 - 23 were pending in this application. Claims 1, 2, 4-8, 11-19, 22, 
and 23 stand rejected. Claims 3, 9, 10, 15, 20, and 21 have been objected to; 
however, the Examiner has indicated that such claims include allowable subject 
matter. The present amendment cancels claims 4,11, and 22 and amends claims 1 - 
5, 7-10, 12-15, 18, 20, 21, and 23 to more particularly point out and clarify 
Applicant's invention. After this amendment, claims 1-3, 5-10, 12-21 and 23 will be 
pending. Reconsideration and re-examination of this application in view of the above 
amendments and the following remarks is herein requested. 

More specifically, independent claims 1 and 13 have been amended to more 
clearly recite the relationship between the structural components of the safety device 
upon deployment of the inflatable curtain. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicant thankfully acknowledges the Examiner's indication of the allowability 
of claims 3, 15, 20, and 21 if rewritten in independent form and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claims and any intervening claims. Applicant further 
acknowledges the Examiner's indication of the allowability of claims 9 and 10 if 
rewritten to overcome the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §112 and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Accordingly, claims 3 and 15 have been re-presented in independent form, 
including the limitations of former claims 1 and 13, respectively. Further, claim 9 has 
been rewritten to overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112 and has been re- 
presented in independent form, including the limitations of former claim 1 . Likewise, 
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claim 20 has been re-presented in independent form, including the limitations of 
former claim 13. 

Claim Rejections -35 U.S.C. §112 

Responsive to the rejections of claims 8-12 and 22 for being indefinite and for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter of the invention, 
Applicant has cancelled claims 11 and 22 and amended claims 8-10 and 12. 
Applicant believes amended claims 8-10 and 12 now overcome the rejections under 
35 U.S.C. §112. 

More specifically, claim 8 has been amended to recite that both of the first and 
the "second" portions of elongate flexible element are substantially inextensible. 
Claim 9 has been amended to overcome the insufficient antecedent basis rejection 
and now recites "a first portion of an elongate flexible element being attached to and 
extending from the inflatable curtain at a first point of attachment" and "a second 
portion of an elongate flexible element being attached to and extending from the 
inflatable curtain at a second point of attachment." Lastly, claim 10 has been 
amended to recite that "both of the first and the second points of attachment are in 
the form of an elastic connection." 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5 8, 11 - 14, 16, 19, 22 and 23 have been rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §1 02(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,733,035 to Thomas et al. 
(Thomas). Applicant has re-presented claims 3, 9, 15, and 20 in independent form 
including all limitations of former base claims. In light of the indication by the 
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Examiner of allowable subject matter in claims 3, 9, 15, and 20, Applicant asserts 
that independent claims 3, 9, 15, and 20 as amended are allowable over Thomas. 

Claims 1 and 13 have been amended to more clearly recite Applicant's 
invention. For example, claims 1 and 13 now recite a first portion of elongate flexible 
element attached to an inflatable curtain and engaging a first guide element, and a 
second portion of elongate flexible element attached to the inflatable curtain and 
attached to the motor vehicle below the first guide element. The first portion of 
elongate flexible element incorporates a slide member, which is positioned below the 
first guide element, to slidably retain part of the second portion of elongate flexible 
element. Claims 1 and 13 further recite that upon deployment of the inflatable 
curtain, the lower edge moves to a position below the first guide element (claim 1 ), or 
downwardly from the upper edge (claim3), and the slide member moves upwardly 
toward the first guide element placing the first and second portions of elongate 
flexible element in tension, which exerts tension on the inflatable curtain. Claim 13 
further recites that upon deployment of the inflatable curtain and the displacement of 
the slide member, the second portion of elongate flexible element slides through the 
slide member. 

Contrarily, Thomas fails to teach a safety device such that, upon deployment 
of the inflatable curtain, a slide member moves upwardly toward a first guide element 
placing first and second portions of an elongate flexible element in tension, exerting 
tension on the inflatable curtain, nor does the second portion of elongate flexible 
element (142') slide through the slide member upon deployment. Rather, upon 
deployment of the inflatable curtain in Thomas, the slide member (137) moves 
downwardly with the inflatable curtain and away from the guide element (141). 
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Accordingly, Thomas fails to teach and every element of amended independent 
claims 1 and 13. 

Since claims 2, 5-8, 12, 14, 16-19, 21 and 23 depend from claims 1 and 13, 
the reasons for allowance of claims 1 and 13 apply as well to the dependent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 6, 7, 17 and 18 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Thomas in view of U.S. Patent Application No. 2004/010073 to 
Bakhsh et al. (Bakhsh). Since claims 6 and 7 depend from claim 1, and claims 17 
and 18 depend from claim 13, the reasons for allowance of claims 1 and 13 provided 
above apply as well to the dependent claims. 

Conclusion 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted 
that pending claims 1-3, 5-10, 12-21 and 23 are patentably distinguishable over the 
art of record. Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider 
and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Steven L. Oberholtzer/ 
Steven L. Oberholtzer (Reg. No. 30,670) 
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